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Total Events
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Total Natural Catastrophes
during 2012 and Regions
share of Global Total

Total Financial Losses (US$)
during 2012 and Regions
share of Global Total

LECZ (Low Elevation Coastal Zone)
Vulnerable to Sea Rise and/or Storm Surge Flooding

Millions of People to be Exposed to Inundation
by 2050 due to 0.50m Sea Level Rise

Sources:
1. Scripps Institution of Oceanography
2. Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development
    (LECZ is <10m above Sea Level)
3. Munich Reinsurance Company - 2012 Events and Overall Financial Losses
4. World Bank - Among highest economic loss risks (top three deciles)
     as a proportion of GDP per unit area
5. IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) Report September 2013
6. Center for International Earth Science Information Network
7.  World Urbanization Prospects - 2011 Revision (Top 3 Deciles based on damage potential)

Top Ten Most Vulnerable Cities to Coastal Flooding
Based on Assets and Population at Risk by 2070

Miami, US
Guangzhou, China

New York, US
Kolkata, India

Shanghai, China
Mumbai, India
Tianjin, China
Tokyo, Japan

Hong Kong, China
Bangkok, Thailand

Geophysical
Hot Zone
Earthquakes
Tsunamis
Volcanoes

Drought
Hot Zone

Hydro
Hot Zone
Flooding
Storm Surge

Geo, Hydro
and Drought Hot Zone

Sea Rise Hot Zone: Gulf Coast

Sea Rise Hot Zone: East Asia

and Drought Hot Zoneand Drought Hot Zone

Shanghai

Tianjin

< 3m

4-7m

Above Sea Level< 3m

4-7m

Above Sea Level
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6.65 M

Miami
+
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18 M

Shanghai
+

Tianjin
+

Qingdao

Qingdao

Estimate

Estimate

136
Events

15%
Global Events

4 out of 10
Most Costly Natural Catastrophes
(1980-2012)

#2 - Hurricane Katrina     USA   2005
#5 - Hurricane Sandy       USA   2012
#6 - Earthquake                USA   1994
#8 - Hurricane Ike             USA   2008

5 out of 10
Most Costly Natural Catastrophes
(1980-2012)

#1 - Earthquake/Tsunami       Japan    Japan    Japan 201120112011
#3 - Earthquake                       Japan 1995                      Japan 1995                      Japan 1995
#4 - Earthquake                       ChinaChinaChina 200820082008
#9 - Flood                                 China 1998China 1998China 1998

ASIA

EUROPEEUROPE

AFRICAAFRICAAFRICA

OCEANIA

SOUTH
AMERICA

UNITEDUNITEDUNITED
STATES

Billion Dollar Weather Disasters (US)
1980-2012

NOAA/NESDIS/NCDCNOAA/NESDIS/NCDC

During
2012

3+ Hazards in
Top 3 Deciles

2 Hazards in
Top 3 Deciles

1 Hazard in
Top 3 Deciles

Hazards not in
Top 3 Deciles

Exposure
to High
Risk Natural
Disasters

New York City

Los Angeles

Mexico City

Buenos Aires

Rio de Janeiro

Santiago

Chicago

Toronto

Moscow

JohannesburgJohannesburgJohannesburgJohannesburgJohannesburgJohannesburg

DubaiDubaiDubai

SingaporeSingaporeSingaporeSingaporeSingaporeSingaporeSingaporeSingapore

SydneySydney

BarcelonaBarcelonaBarcelonaBarcelonaBarcelona

CopenhagenCopenhagenCopenhagenCopenhagenCopenhagen

R E G I O N A L  C L I M A T E  S T R E S S E S

NICK CALDWELL



CAITLIN MEHTA

S O A R  O R  S P R A W L
One of the biggest debates in terms of sustainability is the question of building 
horizontally or vertically, and the effect this has on density of the city. Theoretically, 
a denser city would be more sustainable, provided the city has the necessary 
infrastructure to support a large quantity of people living within a certain area. 
The cities displayed below are the most extreme cases within the sample study in 
terms of land area, number of tall buildings, built area, and population density.

Smaller number of buildings, smaller land area growth

Larger number of buildings, smaller land area growth

Smaller number of buildings, larger land area growth

Larger number of buildings, larger land area growth

Mumbai has the highest 
population density of the 
twenty cities studied

Paris

1,389 km2 of growth
50% average built area

1 tall building

Johannesburg

1,394 km2 of growth
45% average built area

0 tall buildings

New York City

6,742 km2 of growth
50% average built area

225 tall buildings

Shanghai

2,948 km2 of growth
33% average built area

117 tall buildings

Dubai

1,230 km2 of growth
55% average built area

144 tall buildings

Mumbai

412 km2 of growth
50% average built area

25 tall buildings

Copenhagen

186 km2 of growth
47% average built area

0 tall buildings

Santiago

10 km2 of growth
67% average built area

2 tall buildings

New York has the third 
lowest population density 
of the twenty cities studied



L I T E R A C Y

S T U D E N T  P E R F O R M A N C E

 E D U C A T I O N A L  A T T A I N M E N T

literacy rates in countries 
versus cities

Shanghai 97%

Johannesburg 73.5%

Mexico City 90%

Mumbai 88%São Paulo 97%

Toronto

Tokyo

Paris

Barcelona

Mexico City

São Paulo

Cairo

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

City’s Literacy Rate (%)

Paris New York City São Paulo Sydney Johannesburg Dubai



P U B L I C  S P E N D I N G W O R K  +  V A C A T I O N

C O S T  O F  L I V I N G

Dubai

Dubai

Mumbai

Mumbai

Cairo

Cairo

Paris
France

Mexico City
Mexico

Copenhagen

Cairo

São Paulo
Brazil

Singapore

Moscow Barcelona

Shanghai New York City

H I G H E S T  S P E N D E R S B E S T  B A L A N C E

L O W E S T  S P E N D E R S W O R S T  B A L A N C E 

ParisMexico CityCairo Tokyo
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N O 2  a n d  S O 2
Concentrations in annual mg/m3
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L E A K A G E  A N D  S A N I T A T I O N
% of leakage in water systems       % of population with access to sanitation

G R E E N  S P A C E S
% of parks and green areas

W A S T E
Kilograms of waste produced per person per year
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L A N D  A N D  G R E E N  S P A C E
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Land area and green space:
The total land area includes all of the land area contained within the political 
boundary of a city. This is an indicator of the amount of land resource that city 
has to build upon. Green area includes all park or forest areas, private and 
public what are located within the political boundaries of the city. Green space 
is an indicator of the amount of natural areas that have either been untouched 

give back to the community and environment.
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S A F E T Y

ANDRÉS GONZÁLEZ-MENESES

Safety explained graphically paying more attention to homicides per 100,000 (color       

bubbles), as it´s been considered the most relevant indicator within safety, having the big-

gest impact in the weighting system (18%). This system is also graphically explained below, 

and additionalts charts show other important information of every city in terms of safety. 



TRAVEL DISTANCE IN 3 HOURS

NUMBER OF PEOPLE 
REACHED IN 3 HOURS, BY 
PLANE, FROM MUMBAI

OF EARTH’S 
POPULATION
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SYDNEY AIRPORT

HANEDA INT’L AIRPORT
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# OF DEPARTING FLIGHTS: 3109
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CHICAGO, USA
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SYDNEY, AUSTRALIA

TOKYO, JAPAN

CAIRO, EGYPT

UA POPULATION: 20,140,000

UA POPULATION: 4,114,478
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UA POPULATION: 15,071,000

BENJAMIN WARD

C O N N E C T I V I T Y
AIRPORT ACTIVITY AND REGIONAL ACCESS TOP 5
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AVERAGE DISTANCE BY CAR IN 60 MINUTES FROM CITY HALL

BENJAMIN WARD

P R I V A T E  M O B I L I T Y
MOBILITY AND ACCESS
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G D P  A N D  D E B T
Debts owed by national governments
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 9% External Debt
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4.1% Shanghai

China

 102% External Debt

72.5% Public Debt

United States of America
7.7% New York City

5.0% Los Angeles

3.3% Chicago

Public Debt is the cumulative total of borrowings by the National Government from accounts of 
the country’s own currency therefore maintains wealth within the country when repaid.
External Debt is the total of all foreign currency liabilities and must be paid out via foreign ex-
change earnings.
In the below diagrams, both indicators are represented relative to each country’s Total GDP. 
Corresponding cities are represented with the city’s share of the country’s GDP. 
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W O R K F O R C E  D E P E N D E N C Y
Proportions of the population supported by the working-age population (16 ~ 64 y.o.)
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Cities are represented below in order of lowest to highest GDP per Capita in 
order demonstrate the relationship between wealth and the dependency ratios.
A notable observation from this relationship is that in most cases, with greater 
wealth comes fewer children and a larger elderly population.

Copenhagen stands out as an exception of 
the GDP per Capita trend largely in part to the 

-
tutions and support offered to its population.

Japan has the largest total dependency ratio 
in the world. This has occured despite a low 
birth-rate due to a rising life expectancy of the 
elderly population.


